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On DMarch 17, 1920, no claimant having appeared for the property, a default
decree of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

L. D, Barr, Acting Sceretary of Agricullure.

7879, Adulteration of dried Lima Dbeans. U. 8 * * * v, 2964 Bags of
Dricd Lima DBeans., Comsent decree of condemmnation and forfei-
ture. Goods ordered releascd under bomd. (I & D. No, 12239. 1. 8,
Nos, 9022-r, 9023-r, 9024-r, 0025-r, 9026-r. &. No. C~1793.)

On March 2, 1920, the Uniled States attorney for the Bastern District of
Missouri, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure
and condemnation of 2,964 bags of dried Lima beans, remaining unsold in the
briginal unbroken packages at St. Louis, Mo., alleging that the article had
been sbipped by Adolph Goldmark & Sons, Inc, New York, N. Y., in 4 ship-
ments, to wit, 500 sacks January 21, 1920, 1,000 sacks January 9, 1920,
1,000 sacks January 20, 1920, and 464 sacks January 23, 1920, and transported
from the State of New York into the State of Missouri, and charging adultera-
tlon under the Iood and Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that the
pltoduct consisted in whole or in part of a filthy and decomposed vegetable
substance. :

On Marech 19, 1920, Adolph Goldmark & Sons, Inc.,, claimant, having con-
sented to a decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered,
and it was ordered by the court that such portion of said product as was unfit
for focd Dbe destroyed, and that such portion as was not adulterated and not
unfit for food be released to said claimant upon the payment of the costs of
{he proceedings and the execution of a bond in the sum of $5,000, in con-
formity with section 10 of the act.

E. D. Bavrr, Acting Sceretary of Agriculture.

7880. Misbranding of D. D. D. Remedy for Eczema. U. 8. ¥ * & v, 142
Bottles of D. D, D. Remedy for Eeczema * * * QOrdinary Strength
and 30 Botiles of D. D. . Remedy for Eezema * * * Extra Strong.
Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and destruction. (I, &
D. No. 12260. I, 8. Nos. 18344-r, 18348-r. 8. No. E-2004.)

On or about March 3, 1920, the United States attorney for the District of
AMaine, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agricullure, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and
condemnation of 142 boltles of D. D. D. Remedy for Eczema * * * Qrdinary
Strength, and 30 bottles of D. D. D. Remedy for Eczema * * +* Fxtra
Strong, remaining unsold in the original unbroken packages at Portland, Me.,
alleging that the article had bcen shipped on or about August 27, 1919, by the
D. D. D, Co., Chicago, Ill., and transported from the State of Illinois into the
State of Maine, and charging misbranding under the Food and Drugs Act.
The article was labeled in part, “D. D. D. Remedy for Eczema * * *
Ordinary Strength” and “D. D. D. Remedy for Eczemma * * * TExtra
Strong.”

Analyses of samples of the produclt by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed that it consisied essentially of a solution of phenol, oil of
sassafras, methyl salicylate, salicylic acid, and chloral hydrate in alcohol and
water.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that the
packages contained certain statements regarding the curative and therapeutic



